Democracies are perceived often by the public as relatively docile and not suited best for wars. This paper challenges this perception by analyzing the relationship between regime type and war outcomes. It builds upon David Lake's 1992 model in "Powerful Pacifists: Democratic States and War" by updating it to the present period. It examines the empirical evidence and scholarly debate in order to test and elaborate on the argument that democratic states in the modern era are more prone to fighting and winning wars. This paper, furthermore, adds a number of new variables to the Lake model to analyze the possibility that more factors are needed in the equation to better understand regime type and war outcomes. This research finds that regime type and alliances are significant variables in winning wars and that democracies win the large majority (84%) of wars that they are involved in. The paper concludes with recommendations for further research.
Introduction
Democracies and war have been a major research topic for scholars in the last several decades. For centuries, it was a commonly held view that democracies were weak in prosecuting wars. It has only been recently that scholars have begun to test the democracies and war equation. The general public tends to assume that democracies act only defensively and rarely keep count on the number of conflicts. With the end of the Cold War, scholars have become more determined to analyze the "Free World's" power and decisiveness. These scholars have begun to put together all the wars since the 19th century and argue that democracies are not only war-prone but also highly successful in fighting wars. This is in stark contrast to prior popular beliefs and perceptions.
This research paper builds upon current scholarship on democracies and war. It focuses on the question as to how well democracies fight wars, using statistical analysis. This paper applies David Lake's 1992 "Powerful Pacifists: Democratic States and War" as the foundation to test the empirical evidence. After reviewing briefly the scholarly literature, Lake's model is updated from 1988 to 2008. This version adds five new wars that involved democracies and changes the total number of participants from 121 to 168. Following the analysis, this paper incorporates nine new independent variables that expand the analysis and evaluation of what may affect conflicts and outcomes. It is important to note that this research project is currently an exploratory analysis on a very important topic. It lays down the foundations for much more extensive theoretical studies on democracies and war. It first seeks to determine the prospects for more indepth and comprehensive research within the parameters set by Lake and, then, attempts to expand the framework for possible greater insights and future scientific studies. The paper concludes with a number of recommendations for future research.
Historical Overview Democracies used to be described as peace-loving and just. Immanuel Kant, in Perpetual Peace (1795) , stated that democracies represented the people's will and the people often sought to avoid wars unless absolutely necessary. Kant argued that democracies will naturally form what he called a "league of peace" and that this alliance would eventually become strong enough to eliminate war as an instrument of resolving conflicts. 1 Many new democracies have been established since Kant's assertions, and no major wars have occurred between them. Scholars, nevertheless, point out that democracies go to war quite often and the type of government is not conclusive in predicting future conflict participation. 2 Throughout most of history, democracy and war were equated with military defeat and destruction. When the ancient and authoritarian Spartans defeated democratic Athens in the Peloponnesian War in the 5th century BC, democracy was labeled as weak and divisive. People were told that although democracy may be a good system theoretically and politically, democracy was not strong enough to maintain sufficiently homeland security and prosecute wars successfully. With the creation of the United States and other democracies, these countries challenged the notion that security was more important than political freedom. America's Founders, furthermore, had a lifetime of experiences in war. They made sure that the United States had a representative government-a republic-and not a pure democracy like ancient Athens. They incorporated a powerful central government in the Constitution in order to give the new nation a political system that was capable of protecting the people from external threats while not posing a serious danger to people's rights and freedoms. With the great expansion of democracy in the 20th century, there has been much more evidence to test the democracies and war proposition. Since the creation of the United States, democracies have fought many wars against autocracies. Scholars, thus, have posed the question as to how well democracies fight wars. 3
Brief Scholarly Review
The common perception is that authoritarian regimes are war-prone and the sole culprits in initiating wars. However, it was not until the 1980s that there were a significant number of scholars willing to challenge this premise. Michael Doyle, Erich Weede, Steve Chan, and others argued that there is no definitive evidence proving that democracies are more pacific. 4 Weede, in fact, states that there have been times in which democracies have been led to war by their impassioned publics. 5 Doyle declares that the "historical liberal legacy is laden with popular wars fought to promote freedom, to protect private property, or to support liberal allies against nonliberal enemies." 6 Moreover, Chan concludes that there is no substantial evidence that democratic governments are more restrained from going to war, especially against nondemocratic states. 7 With the end of the Cold War in 1989, David Lake, Dan Reiter and Allan Stam, Michael Desch, and others continued to analyze the democracies and war topic but with much more empirical evidence and statistical computer programs at their disposal. 8 They built upon previous studies questioning the pacifism of democracies and emphasized wartime success. The Cold War's positive ending combined with victories in WWI and WWII suggested that democracies may actually be stronger than authoritarian regimes. Post-Cold War scholars came up with a number of explanations as to why democracies can be stronger than authoritarian regimes, including but not limited to: the existence of a free market; having greater popular support; a willingness to sacrifice economically and militarily, especially in wars of necessity/survival; maintaining a more conducive environment for economic and technological development; being more able to establish long-term, stable alliances between democracies and even authoritarian regimes; having a more educated and skilled civilian and military population; political leaders who are more vulnerable for removal if success is not achieved; being more absolute and impassioned to convert by force non-democracies; perceptual constraints towards democratic and authoritarian challengers; having a large private arms industry that can sell to their own country and world; and, having a greater demand and political willingness for continued economic expansion in order to maintain the country's standard of living and capitalism. 9 Research Data and Methods: The Original Study David Lake was one of the first to test empirically the idea of democracies fighting and winning wars. In "Powerful Pacifists: Democratic States and War," Lake examined thirty wars and 121 military participants from 1816-1988 (N=121) . 10 Lake used the Correlates of War (COW) project (Singer and Small) to establish a pool of military conflicts and their participants and, then, he used Polity data (Gurr) to determine whether or not a democracy was involved in the war (see 4 Appendix for full list of wars with democracies and overall statistics). 11 The Polity data covers from the 1800s to the present and defines the degree of both democracy and authoritarianism on a 0-10 scale (with 0 being the worst and 10 being the best). The overall scale is -10 to 10, with the democracy score minus the autocracy score equaling the Polity 2 score. Many scholars have used subsequently Polity 2 scores to determine when a democracy went to war, declaring a Polity 2 score of 6 or greater as the democracy threshold on the 21-point scale, with 10 being a full democracy and -10 being a full autocracy. Lake (and others) then took the list of democratic participants in war and went further in determining their degree of political freedom in order to get a better idea of democracies and war. Lake used the 0-10 point democracy score to establish a baseline for political freedom and military effectiveness (with 10 being the most democratic).
Once Lake determined the democratic regimes and the wars they fought in since the 1800s, he looked at the outcomes of the wars to see if democracies tended to win or lose wars. Lake found thirty wars that democracies fought in between 1816-1988. Of those thirty wars, he concluded that twenty-six of the wars had clear winners and losers between democratic and authoritarian opponents. What Lake found was that democracies won most of the time, in fact they won twenty-one (81 percent) and lost five times (19 percent). Lake's research concluded that democracies have actually been very effective in fighting and winning wars, despite historical and even current perceptions to the contrary. Although there are many critics of the Afghanistan and Iraq wars, it is important to distinguish between the conventional war period in which Lake and others consider as opposed to the post-war occupation and insurgency/terrorism aspects, which are a separate category not analyzed. 12
The Present Study This research paper updates Lake's study by including all the wars democracies have fought in since 1988. It should be noted that Lake's analysis actually ended with the 1982 Falkland Islands War between the United Kingdom and Argentina. All COW and Polity data to 2008 are used to extend Lake's study two decades to the present. The paper incorporates five more wars and forty-seven more participants (N=168). It determines the relationship between regime type and military victory or defeat by using logit analysis. The dependent variable (DV) is the war outcome. Regime type is the independent variable (IV), using the 11-point scale (0-10) for democracy in the Polity index. This paper, then, adds a number of new independent variables (nine total) to enhance the original and updated analyses and to see if there is more to military victory than the degree of democracy. These variables are included to extract more insight into possible motivations and outcomes behind democracies fighting wars and to address a number of factors that may challenge possible theoretical explanations for the wars, such as ideology, capitalism, balance of power, hegemonic stability, geopolitics, etc. Many of the additional variables have been postulated by a number of scholars, especially after the Lake study, as being important factors to consider in any democracy and war equation for causes and outcomes. 13 Moreover, this study establishes a known and consistent standard for scoring countries at war that have had their political regimes collapse due to revolution, civil war, and other reasons. Lake, in his original study, did not specify how he coded these countries with political breakdowns and, in a more recent though brief email exchange with the author, he acknowledged that he did not know how he scored these regimes and did not keep any original notes. 14 This present study conducted all potential variations and none of these variations produced the exact results of Lake's original study, which means that there probably was an inconsistent scoring application. This study, therefore, corrects the situation by determining the best version to code regimes in transitional phases during wartime, in order to establish greater consistency in future studies. The research follows along the lines of Reiter and Stam and their coding methods. 15 The coding, specifically, uses the stable democracy score for a regime just prior to the war fought, in order to recognize that the original pre-war political regime probably played a significant part in the origins of the war and much of its characteristics are likely to have remained the following year(s) when war broke out and the regime collapsed, transitioned, or was incapacitated.
The five wars that are added for this study combined forty-seven more war participants and include the Persian Gulf War (1991) , the Bosnian War (1995) , the Kosovo War (1999) , the Afghanistan War (2001) , and the Iraq War (2003) . All these wars involved democracies (Polity II scores of 6 or greater). All five wars included the United States and the United Kingdom. The Persian Gulf War had the United States taking the lead against Iraq, with the United Kingdom and France contributing significantly, while there were dozens of other countries playing minor supporting roles for Desert Storm. The Bosnian and Kosovo Wars involved NATO, which meant that sixteen NATO countries in the Bosnian War and nineteen NATO countries (three new members entered NATO in 1999) in the Kosovo War participated in military operations against Yugoslavia/Serbia. The two most recent wars in Afghanistan and Iraq consisted of the United States and the United Kingdom carrying out the primary military operations in the wars and 13 The COW and Polity datasets now include a number of these variables, so the authors clearly believe that the variables are important enough to collect the data on and encourage scholars to utilize in their studies and statistical equations. See also the citations above, as well as some good studies that focus on a variety of other perspectives and variables, including Charles R. Boehmer, "A Reassessment of Democratic Pacifism at the Monadic Level of Analysis," Conflict Management and Peace Science 25:1 (2008) other countries playing minor supporting roles during the wars and/or in the post-war operations, which became "extra-state" conflicts according to Polity when major combat operations ended. It should be pointed out that insurgencies and other solely unconventional conflicts were not included in this nor Lake's study and, thus, were not considered in the dataset outcomes of any war after major conventional operations were deemed officially over by Polity and others. Iraq and Afghanistan, therefore, are evaluated on the initial conventional war operations and not on the relatively low-scale guerrilla warfare responses that followed. Many wars have had unconventional resistance after major combat operations but the resistance is not considered anywhere near the level of being able to dislodge directly the conventional winner but rather meant to slowly exhaust, bleed, and make more uncomfortable and costly the occupation for however many years and decades it is necessary to persuade the once-victorious power that it is time to go home.
The following statistical model updates and tests Lake's original equation.
Figure 1: Lake's Study on Democracies and War-Updated
The test results in Figure 1 are consistent with Lake's original study. The results, in fact, provide much stronger support for the argument that democracies tend to win wars, with democracies winning all five wars that were added from the 1990s to the present. This means that out of the thirty-one wars that were considered, democracies won twenty-six of the thirty-one wars (84 percent), losing just the same five in Lake's study.
According to the updated results, the z-score is highly significant at 6.17, the p-value is significant at 0.000, and the 95 percent Confidence Interval is met. The slope coefficient indicates a positive relationship between democracy scores and war outcomes. The overall logistical regression model has a Pseudo R 2 of 0.2316, which means that the independent variable (democracy scores) explains approximately 23 percent of the variance in the dependent variable (war outcome), which is relatively significant in this case study. Thus, Lake's model is confirmed, strengthened, and updated.
In order to build upon Lake's study, this research project adds a number of new independent variables to possibly give us a better understanding of wars and regime type. The independent Prob > chi2 = 0 0 0 0. . . .0 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 0 LR chi2 (1 1 1 1 variables are Contiguity, Regional, Fair Fight, Alliance, Initiator, Duration, Democracy Change, Autocracy Change, and Breakdown. Many of these variables have been used in other datasets or considered in more qualitative studies before and after Lake's and have been recognized as important potential factors in conflicts and outcomes. 16 The variable information and general definitions come mainly from COW and Polity, while others are noted. The explanations/justifications for using the variables come primarily from this study. The democracy/autocracy changes and breakdown variables are new contributions for testing (although Polity considers them important enough data to collect), which this investigation is eager to determine the results. It has been a long historical question as to whether countries make fundamental adjustments to their political structures during wartime in order to win. This study examines the data and provides a preliminary analysis of these new variables before recommending further detailed research in this matter and the expansion of Lake's framework.
Contiguity determines whether or not the war participants were neighboring (bordering) countries. Contiguity may suggest that geographical proximity and not regime type has more to do with wars and their outcomes.
Regional considers whether or not the war participants were within the same region or continent as each other. This study has created this variable in order to expand the parameters of the Contiguity variable to include countries in close proximity to each other, although not neighbors. It acknowledges that transportation technology along with geopolitics make Regional the next step away from Contiguity. It also may indicate that a war participant fighting beyond its region may be more prone to militarization and imperialism. In other words, it is much harder to justify a war as defensive if it is being fought well beyond a country's region, though it has been done before.
Fair Fight refers to Desch's article and the claim that many of the wars democracies have fought in were very unfair fights against much weaker opponents-thus, skewing the war outcome results. This independent variable may give us a better understanding of regime type and military effectiveness when the war participants are closer to each other's power, based upon the existing military figures, technology, economy, and other key factors. It should be noted that this is a relative and somewhat imprecise standard, based primarily on sheer numbers (population, military, industrial power, etc.), quality of weaponry, and to some degree perception and an element of subjectiveness, although most people would agree with the general assessment based upon practical reasoning. This study makes the final assessment on the "fairness" of a war based upon the actual combatants, power comparisons, and past historical evaluations of the conflict.
Alliance determines whether or not a war participant, mainly the democracy, was part of a military alliance. This variable goes along with the scholarship that suggests that democracies are better at making and holding together alliances, especially among other democracies, but also including non-democracies. 16 See the previous citations in #11, 13, 2, 3, and 9 to get the full picture of all the different types of variables considered in the democracies and war equation. Initiator tells us whether or not the specific war participant started the war. This variable tells us who tends to be the aggressor, the democratic or non-democratic state, which is a significant distinction.
Duration gives us the length of the war. It is coded in years. It is an important variable to consider when many have argued that democracies are weak and divisive and, in the long-term wars, will lose and be destroyed eventually. The greater the duration of a war, the more the democracy factor may come into play, for better or for worse. This may give us an idea of how well and long a democracy can fight a war successfully.
"Democracy Change" is the amount of change that occurs in the Polity democracy score of 0-10 during the war. It tells us if any of the war participants, especially the democracies, altered their political institutions and got tougher or softer during the war. This is the first time that this variable has been used in such a manner. It should be noted that the change can only occur with wars lasting more than one year, given the yearly (and not monthly) Polity index. All wars of one year or less were coded as having zero (0) change.
Autocracy Change is the same as above but with the Polity autocracy score of 0-10 being analyzed for any changes during a war of longer than one year. This variable tells us if the democratic or non-democratic states became more autocratic the longer a war lasted. If democratic states become more autocratic during wartime, then this may suggest that the willingness and ability to essentially switch off democracy and fight a war more aggressively, which could determine victory in the end, especially in prolonged wars. Whether or not the democracy returns afterwards, especially to its original levels, is a whole other case.
Breakdown determines whether or not a war participant had its government collapse at any point during the war. This data comes from Polity with specific scores based upon the different types of government breakdowns. This variable is another indicator of the strength, weakness, and durability of the democratic or autocratic governments involved in the war. This also may have an association with the duration of the war.
When the new set of independent variables given above is tested, we come up with the following results.
Figure 2: New and Expanded Democracy and War Equation
The new logistical regression in Figure 2 has a Pseudo R 2 of 0.3223, which means that the independent variables explain approximately 32 percent of the variance in the dependent variable (war outcome). This is significant, especially when compared with previous Pseudo R 2 results (23 percent) and the fact that the N is now 168. According to this multivariate analysis, the democracy score variable continues to remain significant, with a z-score of 4.78, a p-value of 0.000, and a 95 percent Confidence Interval. The slope coefficient indicates a positive relationship between democracy scores and war outcomes.
As for the other new independent variables, only the Alliance variable is significant, with a z-score of 3.10, a p-value of 0.002, and a 95 percent Confidence Interval. The Alliance slope coefficient indicates a positive relationship between alliances and war outcomes. Since democracies have won twenty-six of the thirty-one wars analyzed, these statistical results suggest that democratic states who are part of alliances are a very powerful and successful combination when it comes to warfare. A brief historical review shows that many countries who were part of these winning coalitions were not democratic states, which tells us that the democratic "league of peace" that Kant suggested has been expanded (so far, to the present) with democratic and nondemocratic states forming long-term alliances or at least coming together on a case-by-case basis. This indicates that democracies are willing to forgo any political moral qualms and align with non-democracies if necessary in order to win wars.
The next equation is an abbreviated version of the model above, in order to confirm the results and see if a smaller number of variables can alter any of the key variables and, particularly, the very-close-to-significant regional variable. 
Figure 3: Abbreviated Democracy and War Equation
The shortened version in Figure 3 confirms the original significance of the democracy score and alliance variables, but it also raises the regional variable to significance. The negative direction of the regional variable means that many of the victorious wars fought by democracies occurred beyond their region and, thus, power projection capabilities were a critical factor in fighting and winning the wars. The sizeable distance between combatants suggests colonies, markets and natural resources, and/or alliances, among other possible reasons, and less wars of necessity/survival. This adds greater depth to the overall explanation as to what conditions lead to wars and their final outcomes. Given the insignificance in the previous model, this tells us that the regional variable should always be taken seriously in any equation, regardless of the final outcome; it appears too close to call.
As for the insignificant variables in all of the equations above, these results are important findings in themselves, since they remove a number of explanations as to why democracies win wars. The more refined the analysis can be, the better understanding we can have regarding democracies and military victory. More studies should be conducted to improve our focus and provide us with the most efficient means of capturing and evaluating democratic combatants.
Conclusion
Overall, this updated and expanded study of Lake's "Powerful Pacifists" is an important means of analyzing past research findings, determining their reliability, and then building upon them. It, to restate from the beginning, is just an exploratory analysis that evaluates the prospects for much more comprehensive theoretical studies in the future using the scientific method. This paper confirms Lake's original model that democracies are much more effective in winning wars than non-democracies. It is an important finding, although scholars have produced studies suggesting that democracies may be less effective in fighting wars as Lake and others have suggested, but they still win nevertheless. This leads us to a compelling scholarly challenge of building upon previous research findings in order to prove/disprove them and add to the academic knowledge base. This research study supports the claim that the degree of democracy . logit War_Outcome Democ_Score Contiguity Regional Alliance affects strongly war outcomes, from Lake's time period and then up through the post-Cold War period to the present. The additional independent variables that are used in the updated version suggest that alliances are a very important contributing factor to war outcomes and, thus, encourages further research on the matter. This finding is consistent with other research that stress that democracies tend to be much better at working with other countries (democracies or non-democracies) and that this ability to be more open and flexible can help establish and maintain strong alliances, in order to win wars.
Furthermore, this paper's other findings lead us to a number of important conclusions. Knowing that democracies can win wars beyond their borders and regions highlights the fact that major power projection capabilities and, to some degree, diplomatic skills are important in ensuring the communication lines from the home country all the way to the enemy. More detailed analytical and statistical research is recommended on this issue, although historically and qualitatively this has been common sense. The findings also make it clear that the fairness, initiator, and duration variables of the war do not play significant roles in most cases in the final war outcomes. The findings, moreover, indicate that democracies can win wars, even long wars, without sacrificing any significant degree of their political structures and without any political breakdowns in their governments. This does not mean that people's rights may not be limited or infringed upon during the war, but the Polity data suggests that no fundamental changes to the political system tend to be made during wars. Additional research should be made beyond this study's specific focus on Polity data and general political structures.
This paper contends that war outcomes and regime types provide a very fertile and exciting area for future research. More independent variables can be added to Lake's database in order to test additional hypotheses, including state GDP/GNP, level of industrialization, exact distance between warring parties, length (lifetime) of a democratic government, location of strategic minerals and resources, topography, ocean-access, freshwater availability and consumption (particularly in arid regions like Africa and the Middle East), education levels, size and quality of particular types of weapons arsenals, power projection capabilities, level of opposition forces (peaceful and armed) in one or more rivals, degree of internet accessibility, and other possible variables. These independent variables can be defined in greater detail and tested with rigorous empirical analysis and statistical formulas. More subjective approaches can be applied at the international, state, and individual levels, as well. Research should continue to be updated and the latest, cutting edge factors should be incorporated in studies. And, scholars should make a greater effort to get out and interact with key national security officials and bureaucracies, including the military itself.
In the end, it is a constant search for greater clarity and insight as to how well political systems can protect their citizens and win the ultimate contest for survival and military victory. It is a debate that has gone on for thousands of years since ancient Athens and Sparta fought. It continues to this day with scholars endeavoring to use increasingly powerful evidence and instruments to try to resolve finally this bi-millennial debate. This research paper contributes only a small part to these efforts, and it fits in to a larger and more vigorous debate on war and peace. Much more research needs to be done. But, the value and potential consequences can be significant in the policy realm as well as the public debate and perceptions on war. Thus, democracies and war should continue to be an intense topic of scholarly analysis and evaluation. Finally, no one should underestimate the military power and resolve of democratic countries once they go to war. Democracies, clearly, achieve military victory most of the time. Whether or not this will influence future international relations and the global structure, mainly driving more countries towards freedom, is still unknown. Yet, democracies may be their own worst enemies domestically, especially in terms of interfering with their economic and social systems. But, militarily they can still extract sufficient power and resources from their populations and private industries to make them a force to be reckoned with. If and when the popular and private support declines significantly, then democracies are likely to see the full force of their folly on the domestic, as well as military, front. Until then, democracies remain the ultimate military powers and not the ones that authoritarian regimes really want to go to war with. Times may change. Such may be the fate of humanity and its contradictory quests for freedom, domestic welfare equality, and military victory.
